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REPORT AND ORDER

BY THE COMMISSION:

The Commission by its order of February ¥, 1985, in Dockets
19225 and 19278, among other thingsa, apprdved the operation of
customer-owned, coln-operated telephones (COCOTS) and " asserted
jurisdiction of same. This order set out guidelines for the operation
of COCOTS, and provided for certification and other matters
pertaining to the operation of COCOTS. The order asapecifically
prohibited the resale of toll telephone serviece by COCOTS. It further
provided that after asixty (£0) days from the effective date, all
COCOTS found to be 1In non-compliance with the order would be
immadiately disconnacted.

The Commisalon's on-going investigation of the operation of
COCOTS revealed a large majority of COCOTS were in nan-compliance of
the February %4, 1985 order, which resulted in the issuance of our
Further Order under Decckets 13225 and 19278, on August 21, 1987,
which, among other things, placed a morlitorium on the issuance of
certificates for COCOTS.

By order 1ssued September 17, 1987, the Commiasion found that
because of the wideapread problems exiating in the eoperation of
COCOIS, the entire matter should be re-examined for the purpose of
issuing a further order or orders and additional rules and
regulatlions pertaining to the operation of COCOTS. Therefore, this
matter was set for hearing October ¢, 1987, at 10 a.m., with
testimony to be prefiled no later than September 29, 1987.

At the Qctober 9, 1987 hearing, statements and prefiled
testimony on behalf of Haymaker Communications, Inc.; Eagles;

International Telcharge, Inc.; United 3tates Publle Communications,
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Ine.; dJackaon piversified; TTI Telecommunications, Ine.; South
Central Bell TeEephone Company; General Telephone Company of the
South; Southeastern Pay-Telephone, Ine.; and Tel-Co, Ine., were
submitted into the record as direct teatimony and were subjected to
crogs-examination by all partiea 3submitting testimony, plus the
'Public Telephone Council. Additionally, statements were taken from a
number of interested parties attending the hearing.

Based an the testimony and comments recelved at the hearing, and
upon the concerns of the Commiasion, three 1issues emerged which the
Commission i3 of the opirion need be addressed in this proceeding.
Those three lasues are directory agaistance charges, certification of
cOCcoTS, and the provision of toll service by COCOTS.

The first isasue, directory aasistance charges, was addreased by
South Central Bell Telephone Company, astating the COCOT Access
Serviae Tariff guldelines were ﬁubaequently modified to the February
4, 1985 order to allow COCOI-originated directory assistance calls to
be charged to the end user. The rate for such a céll was not to
exceed the Loecal Exchange Company charge for gimllar calls from
coin-operated Instruments. tinder exifating tariffs, COCOIS in the
South Central Bell service area are authorized to charge no more than
twenty-five (.25) cents for each of these calls.

presently South Central Bell charges each €QCOT access line
aubseriber a tarlff rate of forty {.40) cents for edch direct-dlaled
{1 + B11 or 1 + 555-1212) intrastate directory asslatance eall
originating on that line. Since the COCOT aubscriber is limited to
recovering only twenty~five (.25) cents of this chatge, the Company
proposed in its testimony that the direct-dialed directory aasistance
charga for COCOT access lines be reduced from forty (.4%0) cents to
the twenty-flive (.25} cent level to eliminate the disparitiy between
the 1ina charge and the end user charge, thuga making recovery of such

directory assistance charges a revenue neutral situation for the

COCOT subsacriber.
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South Central Bell antiecipates this will be a sufficlent impetus
for COCOT accesa line subscribera to 1limit charges for intrastate
directory asaistance calls to the twenty-five (.25} cent level. An
addad beneflt of this proposal {a the commonallty of charges for thig
service from all public telephonea 1in South Central Bell's
geographlcal secrvice area, a move that =should reduce customer
confusion. Thils propesal conalders only 3sent-paid {ntrastate
directory assiatance calls. All non-sent paid ealls (third number
billing and credit card callsa) will continue to be charged at the
forty (.40) cent tarlff rate, plua applicable operator surcharges, as
such calls, which are not charged to the COCOT line but to the end
usaer, should not inecur an additional charge from the COCAT provider.

The Commission flnds the preopozsal of South Central Bell
regarding directory aaslatance charges to be well taken and in the
beat interest of C€QCOT providers and subscribers, and, therefore, is
of the opinion that South Central Bell and the other Local Exchange
Companiaes in the State should file appropriate tariffs reducing this
charga to twenty-flve centa.

Aa stataed, the second 1ssue to be considered is certification of
COCOT providers. In the February 4, 1985 erder, the Commisaion found
certification should be done in a streamlined manner by the filing of
a form dorument issued by the Commission stating the identity of the
owner, the number of instruments owned, the locatlion of each
.inatrument,-the telephone number, and affirming compliance with that
order and the guldelines set out therein. It iz the Commisslon'a
opinion that this form of atreamlined certification has resulted in
many of the problems the Commiaslion 13 faced with today regarding the
provision of €COCQT service, in that this process has been abused and
nade enforcement extremely difficult.

Therefore, the Commissien 1is of the oplnion that full scale
certiffcation of COCOT owners wishing to provide service in the
future should be required of any COCOT provider entering into the

offering of this service from this date forward. However, to require
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auch certification; of {nstruments already certified and 1n operation
would not be equitable to auch providers and, therefore, exlsting
coCcoTS should.be grandfathered 1in. Future COCQT owner/providers will
be required to obtain certification by the filing of an appliecation
and hearing on sama, and subject to approval by the Commission. Thisa
certification should not be on an Iinatrument by instrument basalsa, but
on a company basis. -

The Commissicn has recelved numerous requests to Xift the
moratorium 1imposed August 21, 1987, on the iasuance of COCQT
certiflecates and thls was addressed by several participants at the
hearting. It i3 the opiniton of the Commission that the August 21
moratorium should be lifted upon certification of new COCOT providers
and upon demonstrated compliance of COCOTS predgently operating in the
State. COCOTS praasntly oparating who wish to provide additlonal
aervice must also obtain certification pricr to doing so.

The third stated issue- 1z that of the resale of toll services
from the COCOT provider, and much of the teatimony and the comments
received at %thae hearing related to this subject. Commission
jnvestigations of COCOTS over tha past few menths have ravealed the
area of resale of toll has been the most abused by practically all
COCOTS operating in the State. The resale of toll telephone service
historically in Alabama, and presgently, has been the provision of
guch service over another carrier®s facllities Dby the provider at a
discount to the user and also at a profit to the provider. The resale
of toll service by COCOT3 ‘Qas discuased in the February 4, 1985
order, wherein it was found the provision of such service should not
be provided by CoCOTS under that order, but rather to do 3¢ would
require certification for the resale of toll telephone service as set
out in Docket 18548, which addressed the resale of toll service in
the State.

The Commisaion finds the reasons atated in 1985 are 3ti1l valid
today and that any COCOT wishing to provide the resale of toll

aarvices as defined herein must obtain a certificate for same under



Docket 20326 - #5

the guidelines eatablished 1n Docket 18548. However, in the best

intereat of the end users 1n Alabama,(;11 COCOTS operating in the

State muat orovide toll service to all customera whereby the services
available from a COCOT will be of the same_nature as the operating
compaqiea' pay phones. This Iincludes acceptance of local exchanée and
interexchanga companies' credit cardsf)COCOTs providing toll service
to subscribers shall do so at the sama charges, including time of
day, weekend, and holiday dlscount ratea, assesaed by the tol1
carrier to the COQCOT provider. This service shall not require raesale
certification. Thia precludes the <charge of any operator-assist
charges by the COCOT to the end user that 1s not assessed to the
COCOT by the lccal axchange carrlor.

In order to aid and enaure enforeement of resale of tell and
prevent problems encountered in the past, the Commission ia of the
opinion that resale should be permitted for a twelve-month trial
period from the date hereof subject to Commission review and
affirmative vote prior to extension for a longer period of time.

There was agonslderable discussicn concerning the use of
alternate opsrator services in this proceeding. However, the use of
such services will not be approved until such time such servicea are
certified by the Commission. pgerator and G911 services shall be
provided ty the local exchange compﬁnies.

Tn addition to the three major 1ssues discussed above,
Commission investigations have revealed another problem which also
needs to be addressed. That problem pertalns to the operation of coin
telephones which require customers to push a button before they arve
able to talk to the answering party. Thease npush-to-talk" instruments
have created great confusion among the using public because of the
additional action which 13 required after the coin is  dropped.
Necause of this confusion, the Commission 13 of the oplnien that the
operation of these instruments Iia not in the publie 1interest and,

therefore, sahould not be allowed.
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IT IS, THEREFORE, ORDERED BY THE COMMISSION, That South Central
Bell Telephone bompany, and any other Loeal Exchange Company in the
State providing access lines to (OCOT providers, file appropriate
tariffa within 30 days from the date of this Order reducing tﬁé
direct-dialed, intrastate directory assistance charge for CQCOT
accesa lines from forty (.40) centa to twentynfiqe (.25} cents.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED BY THE COMMISSION, That certification of
COCOT providers shall be 1n accerdance with the fiudings herein.

IT TS FURTHER ORDERED BY THE COMMISSION, That any COCOT provider
wlshing to resale toll telephone service in the State, as defined
herein, shall make the proper application for, and obtain  approval
of, after hearing, a2 certificate as a toll reseller. This service
shall be provided in accordance with the findings herein.

IT I8 FURTHER ORDERED BY THE COMMISSION, That the guidelines and
regulations set out under Docketa 19225 and 19278, except as amended
hereln, will continue to govern the provisian of COCGOT garvice.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED BY THE COMMISSICN, That any violation of
this order, or the order under Dockets 19225 and 19278 1{isaued
February 4, 1985, shall result in the immediate disconnect of all
service locatlons and revocatlen of the violators! certificate(s).

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED BY THE COMMISSION, That this ordar shall
be effective as of the date hereof.

DATED at Montgomery, Alabama, this 3rd day of November, 1987.
ALABAMA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
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